82  .    Chap. 2—duties, rights, and liabilities
the goods will be liable to an action in respect of such
seizure (y).
A Peaceable Retaking.—Possession must be retaken
peaceably, and a provision in the contract that the owner
may use force or break open outer and inner doors in order
to enter premises to retake possession of goods, is of doubt-
ful utility and undesirable, as it might be suggested that
such a clause is in the nature of a licence to commit a crime
contrary to the Forcible Entry Act, 1381, and therefore
void.    In two bills of sale cases, Re Morritt, Ex parte
Official Receiver (z) and Lumley v. Simmons (a), clauses
authorising the grantee to seize the goods under certain
circumstances and to break open outer and inner doors
for the purpose of obtaining entry were held not to avoid
the bills of sale for failing to comply with the form in the
Schedule to the Bills of Sale Act (1878) Amendment Act,
1882, section 9 (£), but the point was not taken that the
clause was void as being a licence to commit a crime.
There appears to be no direct authority on the point (c).
If the entry cannot be made peaceably, the owner should,
however, always resort to the courts (d).
The Forcible Entry Act, 1381 (e)9 provides,
" that none from henceforth make any entry into any
lands and tenements but in case where entry is given by
the law: and in such case, not with strong hand, nor
with multitude of people, but only with peaceable and
easy manner : and if any man from henceforth do to the
(y) Beckett v. Tower Assets Company, [1891] 1 Q.B. 638;   3 Digest
94, 250.
00 (1886), 18 Q.B.D, 222 ;   7 Digest 65, 376.
 (a)	(1887), 34 Ch. D. 698 ;   7 Digest 66, 384.
 (b)	2 Halsbury's Statutes, 104, 107.
 (c)	For an illuminating discussion on the law relating to Forcible
Entries, see the case of Hammings v. Stoke Poges Golf Club, [1920]
1 K.B. 720 ;  31 Digest 49, 1968, which decided that where landlords
had entered upon premises under circumstances which were assumed
to amount to a forcible entry, and had then evicted the plaintiffs who
were trespassers and their goods using no more force than was necessary,
the plaintiffs were not entitled to recover damages in civil proceedings.
 (d)	Ibid.;  Edwick v. Hawkes (1881), 18 Ch. D. 199, per Fry, T., at
p. 212 ;   15 Digest 651, 6958.
M 10 Halsbury's Statutes 310.

